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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

In the Matter of ) 
) 

of the Commission’s Rules ) RM-9375 
Review of Part 15 and Other Parts ) ET Docket 01-278 

) RM-1005 1 
) 

Petition for Waiver of Section 15.37(k) ) File No: 
of the Commission’s Rules ) 

) 

OPPOSITION TO “PETITION FOR WAlVER ON BEHALF OF RADIOSHACK“ 

The Satellite Industry Association (“SL4”)’ hereby opposes the Petition for 

Waiver on Behalf of Radioshack: in which Radioshack Corporation (“RadioShack”) requests 

an extension, until March 30,2003, of the requirement that it comply with Section 15.37(k), 

which mandates that radar detectors marketed after September 27,2002 comply with Part 15 

limits on radiofrequency emissions in order to prevent harmful interference into licensed satellite 

services. 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

3 

Radioshack did not participate in this proceeding prior to the filing of its Waiver 

Request. It did not have the manufacturer(s) of the radar detectors that it sells present 

SIA’s Executive Mcmbcm are: The Boeing Company; GloMstar, L.P.;.Hughes Electronics Corp.; IC0 
Global Communications; Intclsa$ Lockheed Martin Corp.; L ~ m l  Space & Communications Ltd.; 
Mobile Satellite Ventures; PanAmSat Corporation; SES Americom, Inc.; Telcdesic COrpOration; and 
TRW Jnc. Inmarsat participates in SIA as a non-voting Associate Member. 
’ Petition for Waiver on Behalf of Radioshack, ET Docket No. 01-278, RM-9375, RM-10051 (filed 

August 13,2002) (the “Waiver Requesf”). 
Review of Part 15 and Other Parts ofthe Commission’s Rules, ET Docket 01-278, First Report and 
Order, FCC 02-21 1 (rel. July 19,2002) (‘‘First Report and Order”). 

I 
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Radioshack‘s views to the Commission. And Radioshack has sold, and continues to sell, non- 

Part 15-compliant radar detectors that emit levels of signals that have been conclusively shown 

to disrupt the provision of reliable communications and information to the medical profession, 

law enforcement, schools and other entities, and that have threatened the loss of control of in- 

orbit spacecraft? Moreover, Radioshack admits that it has ordered large mounts of its current 

inventory during the pendency of this pr~ceeding.~ 

Every retailer, wholesaler, and other marketer of new, used and refurbished radar 

detectors in the U.S. must comply with the new Part 15 rules that prohibit marketing non- 

compliant radar detectors after September 27,2002. Radioshack pleas that it is different, and it 

effectively asks that the Commission hold new Section 15.37@) in abeyance only for 

Radioshack for a six month period so that Radioshack can sell at least 100,000 radar detectors 

that do not comply with Part 15.6 Radiosback does not dispute the Commission’s conclusion 

that non-compliant radar detectors cause harmful interference to satellite operations in the 11.7- 

12.2 GHz band,’ nor does it challenge the emissions levels or other Part 2 and 15 rules to which 

radar detectors are now subject. Radioshack further submits its own analyses dmonstrating that 

Radioshack’s radar detectors substautially exceed the Commission’s Part 15 emissions limits - 

which in and of themselves are more than five times higher than the emissions levels that the 

SIA exparre submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 22.2002. I 

’ W a k r  Request at 6.  
Waiver Request at 5 .  As noted below, it is not clear 6um RadioShack’s filing how maoy non-complimt 6 

radar detectors (above 100,000) it actually seeks to sell. See injup. IS. 
’ First Reprf  and Order et 7 10. 

L 
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satellite industry conclusively showed cause. harmful interference into satellite earth terminal 

receivers8 

For the following reasons, the Commission should dismiss or deny RadioShack‘s 

waiver request and thereby affirm the application to all retailers and other marketers, effective 

September 27,2002, of the prohibition on marketing non-compliant radar detectors in the United 

States. &g, holding the Commission’s new rule in abeyance so Radioshack can continue 

selling noncompliant radar detectors would reward a company who did not participate earlier in 

this proceeding, and who has offered no reason whatsoever for sleeping on its rights. &&, 

Radioshack presents no special circumstat~ces that warrant the requested relief. Third. the 

uncontested record evidence of the long-term harm that noncompliant radar detectors cause to 

users and providers of satellite services far outweighs the short-term costs associated with 

requiring that Radioshack comply with the same new rules to which everyone else is subject. 

&g&, granting a waiver would undermine the purpose of the rule that the Commission just 

adopted and would open the floodgates to similar claims for relief by othe-r entities. Fifth. each 

radar detector for which Radioshack seeks relief produces emissions well in excess of the level 

permitted by Part 15, and at a level that has been shown to cause harmful interference into 

satellite services. sixth. the compliance schedule that the Commission has adopted in this w e  is 

warranted by the harmful interference created by noncompliant radar detectors and is consistent 

with the compliance schedule the Commission has adopted in a similar case. 

In considering Radioshack’s waiver request, SIA urges the Commission to keep 

in mind that the First Report and Order is a delicate compromise that does not provide the full 

See SIA erpmte submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on May 31,2002. 8 
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relief sought by any party who participated in this proceeding. There were four main issues to be 

resolved in the Commission’s decision to regulate rada detectors: (i) the ftequency bands in 

which radar detector emissions would be expressly limited, (ii) the l i t  of radar detector 

emissions in those bands, (iii) how to handle non-compliant radar detectors that axe already in 

circulation, and (iv) when the new rules would apply. The satellite industry prevailed on only 

one of these four issues---the very one that Radioshack seeks to upset in its Waiver Request. 

(i) Freauencv Bands. The radar detector industry advocated limiting emissions 

only in the 11.7-12.2 GHz band? Satellite proponents requested that the limits apply across the 

10.7-12.7 GHz band.” The Commission adopted specific emissions limits only in the 11.7-12.2 

GHzband.” 

(ii) Emission Levels. The radar detector industry advocated the adoption of the 

500 microvolt limit generally applicable to “Class B devices.’* The satellite industry 

demonstrated that satellite services receive harmful interference from radar detectors generating 

signals above 85 microvoltdmeter, measured at 3 meters.13 The Commission adopted a 500  

microvolt limit. 

(ii) &&l. The Satellite Industry Association and other companies in the 

satellite industry urged the recall of all non-compliant radar detectors already sold or on the 

RADAR comments at 2. 

lo SIA expurte submission fild in ET Docket No. 01-278 on May 31,2002 at 2. 

I’ The Commission also wamed radar detector manufacturers of their obligation to “use good engineering 
practice in the dcsign of their equipment and suppress emissions as much as practicable.” First Report 
undorderatg 14(citing47CFK 5 lS.lS(a)). 

l2 RADAR comments at 2. 

SIA expurte submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on May 31,2002 at 2. 

4 
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market.I4 Instead, the Commission adopted rules that govern the manufactwe and marketing of 

radar detectors on a going-forward basis. 

(iv) w. The radar detector industry asked to be allowed to manufiwture 

non-compliant radar detectors until June 30,2003, and to sell non-compliant devices in 

perpet~ity.’~ RADAR represented to the Commission that 73% of radar detectors being 

manufactured as of a few month ago were FCC-compliant and that all devices mandactured by 

its members would be compliant after January 2003.16 The satellite industry asked that the 

Commission make its rules effective immediately.” The Commission decided that its emissions 

limits would apply to all radar detectors manufactured after August 28,2002, and all radar 

detectors marketed and sold after September 27,2002. 

The Commission’s timely action in this proceeding promises to prevent the 

saturation of the U.S. market with non-compliant radar detectors that otherwise would be sold 

during the upcoming holiday season and would remain in o p t i o n  for years to come.” 

Radioshack’s q u e s t  that the Commission hold in abeyance the application of the marketing 

deadline to RadioShack would undercut an essential element of an overall compromise solution 

that the Commission adopted to solve an egregious interference problem. 

RadioShack’s attempt to disrupt the careful compromise inherent in the Firsr 

Report and Order is particularly outrageous because RadioShack did not avail itself of the 

opportunity to participate earlier in this proceeding. RadioShack filed this waiver request just 

I‘ StarbaucVSpacenet Comments at 14; SIA Reply Comments at 6. 

Is RADAR expmre submission in ET Docket No. 01-278 on June 11,2002. 

l6 Id 
” SIA expurte submission tiled in ET Docket No. 01-278 on May 31,2002 at 2. 
’I See Hughes Network Systems (“HNS”) Reply Comments at 5-6. 

5 
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after the ink had dried on the First Report and Order, and Radioshack has just now presented 

technical information about its radar detectors, as well as information about its distribution and 

sales cycles, that could have been submitted before the Commission reached a decision in this 

proceeding. Thus, Radioshack has effectively sought reconsideration in a pruceeding in which it 

failed to participate on a timely basis, and for which it has provided no reason for its tardiness 

Grant of Radioshack ‘s waiver request would facilitate the introduction of at least 

100,000 new sources ofharmful interference, which will be capable of disrupting licemed 

satellite services for  y e w s  to come. This long-term threat stands in stark contrast to the short- 

term financial impact of Radioshack’s complying with the new rules. For these reasons, and the 

fact that Radioshack‘s own testing shows that each of the radar d-tors it now sells produces 

emissions well in excess of the Part 15 limits, there is no valid basis for its waiver request. 

11. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DISMISS RADIOSWCK’S WAIWR REQUEST AS 
PROCEDURALLY DEFICIENT 

As an initial matter, Radioshack’s submission is essentially a petition for 

reconsideration in the disguise of a petition for waiver. Radioshack does not assert that it can 

partially comply with the Commission’s new rules, or that its products comply with the spirit but 

not the letter of the new rules. Rather, Radioshack comes forth just two weeks after Federal 

Register of the First Report and Order with detailed technical analyses about the interferem 

potential of its radar detectors, and a host of information about its distribution and retail cycles. 

Radioshack asks that the Commission hold its new rule in abeyance for six months, only as to 

Radioshack, so that Radioshack can continue to sell radar detectors that (i) emit s i d s  at a 

level that has been demonstrated to cause harmful interference into licensed satellite Services, 

(ii) do not even come close to complying with Part 15, and (iii) exceed by an even m@X ma@ 

the emissions limit that the satellite industry has demonstrated is necessary to protect licensed 
6 
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satellites services from interference caused by unlicensed radar detectors, which operate on a 

secondary, non-inference basis. 

The Commission has established, both in its rules and decisions, that facts and 

events known to the parties during a proceeding cannot be raised later as the grounds for 

rec~nsideration.’~ The Commission has dismissed reconsideration petitions for this very 

reason?’ Radioshack cannot seriously contend that it could not have known what was 

happening in this proceeding?’ The whole point of this proceeding was whether and how the 

manufacture, import and sale of radar detectors should be regulated. And Section 302(b) of the 

Communications Act is explicitly clear that Radioshack’s sale of electronics is regulated: “No 

person shall manufacture, import, sell, offer for sale, or ship devices or home electronic 

equipment and systems” that do not comply with Commission regulations. 

RadioShack has been given more than adequate notice and ample opportunity to 

submit information into the record regarding its distribution and retail cycles. Ignorance of the 

pendency of this proceeding is no excuse. And RadioShack’s claim that the NPRM “did not 

address issues relating to proposed implementation schedules”22 is belied by the express 

47 C.F.R. g 1.429@); see, e.g., Amendment ofPmt 95 of the Commission’s Rules to Provide Regdatoty 
Flexibility in the 218-219 Mh5 Service, WT Docket No. 98-169, Third Order on Reconsideration of the 
Report and order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 02-130 at 
Implementation of the AM&pandedBondAllohnent Plan, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC 
Rcd21872atT7(1998). 
See, e.g. Amendment of Part 95 of the Commission’s Rules to Provide Regulatoty Flexibiliw in the 

218-219 MY.. Service, WT Docket No. 98-169, Third Order on Reconsideration of the Report and Order 
and Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 02-130 (=I. May 8,2002); Implementution of the AM 
Expanded Brmd Allotment Plan, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Rcd 21 872 (198). 

21 Furthermore, the popular press was covering the FCC‘s deliberations. See, e.g. USA Todau, June 17, 
2002, B1, ‘Wew radar detectors zing small satellite systems”; Com~ute ty ty  May 13,2002, “Radar 
Detectors Zap Crcdit Card Transactions at Pump.” 

19 

18-20 (nl. May 8,2002); 

22 waiver Petition at 9. 
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language of the October 2001 NF’RM seeking comment “especially from small entities, 

concerning the t i m e h e  that should be required to comply with any new emission limits.’” 

Radioshack laments that nothing has been submitted in the record about re td  and 

marketing cycles and that neither it nor any other retailer was a party to this proceeding prior to 

the Commission’s decision?‘ But that it is not the fault of the Commission, or of the satellite 

industry, which has suffered for years from hannfd interference emitted by radar detectors that 

are being operated in violation of Part 15.2’ There was a 111 debate on the record about the 

t i m e b e  that should be adopted for compliance with the new Part 15 rules. No excuse has 

been provided as to why the retail industry failed to raise these issues in a timely fashion, and 

failed to participate in this proceeding at an earlier stage. This is reason enough for the 

Commission to summarily dismiss the Radioshack Waiver Request 

In. RADIOSHACK FAIL3 TO MEET THE WAIVER STANDARD 

Radioshack simply does not meet the “good cause” standard for grant of a 

waiver. Under this standard, a waiver request must demonstrate that “special circumstances 

warrant deviation from the general rule and such deviation will serve the public interest.”6 As 

demonstrated below, Radioshack utterly fails to make this showing. Further, grant of 

RadioShack‘s waiver would compromise the fundamental purpose of the newly-adopted 

Commission ru1e.2~ 

“NoticeofPropedRuleMukingundOrderinETDocketN0.01-278,16FCCRcd 182057 14(2001). 

24 Waiver Petition at 3.7. 
*5See47CFR§15.5. 

26Northemf Celluhr Telephone Co. v FCC, 897 F.Zd 1164, 1166 @.C. Cu. 1990); Waif Radio v. FCC, 
418F.Zd 1153 @.C. Ci. 1969),cerf. denied, 409 U.S. 1027(1972). 
See Waif Radio, 418 F.2d at 1157; M i s f  Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 7 FCC Rcd 159,160 (1991). 27 

8 

DN31587.5 



A. RadioShack has not demonstrated special circumstances that warrant a 
waiver. 

Radioshack claims that it has special circumstances that distinguish its case from 

that of other marketers of radar detectors. Specifically, Radioshack demonsmtes that all radm 

detectors it currently sells are non-compliant (admitting that it purchased most of its stock in the 

first quarter of 2002, during the pendency of this proceeding).28 It asserts that shipment of orders 

and delivery to its retail outlets takes a total of six 

primarily private label retailer as an additional hardship, explaining that compliant radar 

detectors have not yet been made available to it for private label sale?' And Radioshack 

bemoans that there is no way to get a r e h d  from its foreign manufactum for its inventory and 

that it is against company policy to sell its current inventory overseas.3' 

Radioshack cites its status as a 

As an initial matter, all retail business operations will bear some, and possibly 

different, burdens of complying with the new rules prohibiting the marketing of non-compliant 

radar detectors. The Commission acknowledged in the Order that there are some logistical 

issues and costs in complying?2 This alone is not news or the basis for a waiver. If it were, the 

Commission could never implement rule changes on an expedited basis. 

The fact that all of Radioshack's radar detector stock is non-compliant is not a 

valid basis for a waiver. Radioshack states that it "placed orders for a substantial portion ofthis 

Waiver Request at 6, 12. 

Waiver Request at 5-1. 

waiver Request at 9. 

" Waiver Request at 7-8. 

32 See First Report and Order at 7 17. 
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inventory during the first quarter of 2002,”~ and does not indicate whether the. rest was ordered 

in the second quarter of 2002. Radioshack has no legitimate claim that it relied on a rule that 

was subject to change in a pending rulemaking. It is axiomatic that parties who gamble on the 

outcome of a rule that is the subject of a rulemaking proceeding cannot be. heard to claim 

detrimental reliance on the srufus quo at1te.3~ 

Radioshack‘s complaint that it needs six months’ lead time to restock its stores 

similarly fails as a basis for a waiver. Three months of this asserted lead time is attributable to 

the lead time required by an unidentified radar detector manufacturer:’ (i) who may well have 

participated in this proceeding and should have beem a m ,  in any event, of the need to ramp up 

production of compliant products, and (ii) who, based on assertions by RADAR in this 

proceeding, may well already be manufacturing over 80% of its products to be compliant with 

Part 

Radioshack attributes another 75-90 days of delay to shipping times.” Shipping 

times are hardly a circumstance unique to Radioshack. In a world where UPS, Federal Express 

and similar services are the delivery means of choice for countless businesses and consumers, it 

is incredible to suggest that Radioshack, a company with almost $5 billion in sales last year, 

cannot expedite the shipment and distribution of a product that it claims its customers want to 

’’ Waiver Request at 6. 

%See, generally, Cawell v. FCC, 154 F.3d 418 @.C. Cir. 1998). 

’’ Waiver Request at 6. 
See RADAR exparte submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on A ~ g l ~ s t  12,2002 at 2. Thus, it is 
not clear why this mauuf‘acturer cannot, as Radioshack claims, deliver compliaat radar detectors until 
January 2002. Waiver Request at 5 .  Even ifthis were the case, there are other sources of compliant 
radardetectors. Seeinrapp. 11-12. 

I’ Waiver Request at 6.  

10 
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buy, and it wants to sell, during the upcoming holiday sales season. In any event, Radioshack 

will have had 70 days alone, from the release of the First Report and Order to the September 27 

compliance deadline, to make appropriate arrangements with radar debtor  manufacturers and 

shipping companies, and with its advertisers.”* 

Radioshack invokes its status as the only private-label retailer of radar detectors 

in the United States.”’ This is a distinction without a difference. RadioShack’s observation that 

Part 15-compliant radar detectors being manufactured today “have not been available for private- 

label use’m begs the question whether Radioshack ever sought to buy compliant radar detectors. 

Moreover, it would be absurd for the Commission to allow the unwillingness of a radar detector 

manufacturer to sell compliant devices to serve as an excuse for the continued sale of that 

manufacturer’s non-compliant devices, which have been shown to cause harmful interference. In 

any event, this alleged special circumstanoe is simply a matter of contract between m a n u f m r s  

and retailers who now have no choice but to comply with Part 15 rules. In other words, the First 

Report and Order rightly places the burden on Radioshack and other retailers to work with radar 

detector manufacturers to obtain access to adequate supplies of compliant radar detectors. 

RadioShack’s emphasis that its problems are caused by a need to sell goods under 

its own private label is contradicted by the way that Radioshack conducts business today. A 

quick search of the radioshack.com web site reveals that Radioshack currently sells RCA- 

branded TVs, Panasonic and Samsung camcorders, RCA, GE, and Go-Video DVD players, 

Texas Instruments calculators, Palm Pilot PDAs, Nokia and Motorola phones, and Compaq 

’’ C! Waive? Request at 2-3,s-I & n.8. 
l9 Waiver&quextat &%lo. 

waiver Request at 9. 

Dcu315117.5 
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computers, among other name-brand goods. That Same web site touts the marketing of Sprint 

and Verizon phone service. Considering that (i) RADAR has represented that 80% of radar 

detectors manufactured today are Part 15 complaint4’ and (ii) SIA has presented evidence that 

Parr 15-compliant devices manufactured by each of Cobra, BelTronics, and Whistler are 

available on the market today,” there is no good reason that Radioshack could not sell widely- 

available, name-brand, Part-IS compliant radar detectors. 

Buying any of the large numbers of currently-produced compliant radar detectors 

would solve a number of problems that Radioshack cites as a basis for a waiver: (i) it would 

allow Radioshack to stock its stores, meet the needs of its customers, and provide a way for 

Radioshack employees to eam the sales commissions that it claims may be lost BS a result of the 

September 27 deadline,” and (ii) it would solve Radioshack’s complaint that its current 

manufactwer did not adequately anticipate the need to retool to produce compliant radar 

detectors.“ Finally, Radioshack insists that, without a waiver it will need to create a ‘%e sale” 

of remaining inventory, that it cannot get a refund from its manufacturers, and that it will not 

RADAR exporfe submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 12,2002 at 2. 

of Radar Daector Emission Measurements.” 
Waiver Request at 5,7-9, 17. 
There are at least four flaws with Radioshack’s argument that no US. manufacturer of radar detectors 
appears to be able to supply Radioshack with the volume needed for RadioShack‘s 7,200 stores. 
Waiver Request at 7, n. 12. First, there is no support for this claim. Second, it appears to contradict 
RADAR’S assertion that its members will make available over 400,000 compliant radar detectom in the 
last four months of 2002 alone. RADAR exparfe submission in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 12, 
2002 at 3. T h i i  it begs the question whcther..&~&?! manufacturers of radar detectors can supply 
Radioshack. BelTronics of Ontario, Canada is one manufacturer of popular (compliant and non- 
c o m p h t )  radar detectm. Fourth, Radioshack’s failure to participate in this proceeding and anticipate 
the outcome has exacerbated this asserted problem. 
Woiver Request at 5 .  

41 

‘’ SIA expark submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 19,2002 at attachment, ‘‘Summary 

43 
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compmmise its brand name by “dumping” its inventory abroad!’ These arguments also fail. 

Radioshack has already started its “fie sale”--it has reduced retail prices of its current radar 

detectom by up to 

from returning non-FCC-compliant radar detectors is a contract matter, and no one’s fault but 

Radioshack’s. Radioshack, by its own account, is the world’s largest electronics chain?’ It 

seems certain, therefore, that Radioshack would have considerable negotiating leverage with 

radar detector manufacturers. Moreover, it also would seem commercially feasible, 

notwithstanding company policy, for Radioshack to sell its non-compliant devices overseas, or 

to have them repackaged and sold overseas under its foreign brand, Tandy, or another name!* 

Thus, it is laughable for Radioshack to claim that it is disproportionately harmed by the 

September 27,2002 compliance deadline because it is not a ‘knom and pop” retailer?9 

And the fact that Radioshack made a bad business deal that prevents it 

In short, Radioshack has assumed the risk of ordering its inventory during the 

pendency of this rulemaking proceeding. And, in any event, there are plenty of ways for 

Radioshack to mitigate its potential losses. 

‘’ Waiver Request at 7-8. 
On August 23,2002, the radioshack.com site listcd four radar detectom for sale: Originally priced at 
$199.99, $179.99, $149.99, and $99.99, these units are now on sale for $149.99, $99.99, $99.99, and 
$49.99, respectively. See Exhibit A. 

Elechonics Chain, by Irvii Farman me Mobium Press, Chicago, 1992), cited with approval on the 
radioshack.com web site at h a p : / / m n u ~ o s h a c k c o r p o r a t i o n . w ~ a ~ u ~ f ~ ~ . s h ~ l .  
Cj: Waiver Request at 8 (asserting need to protect brand name). 

46 

‘’ See randy‘s Money Machine - How Charles Tan& Built M i d h a c k  Into the World’s Lmgest 

‘’ Waiver Request at 10. 
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B. The public interest would not be served by grant of the Wuiver Request 

Radioshack claims that grant of its Wuiver Requesr would serve the public 

interest by “avoiding significant harm to the operation of a major retailer.”50 Radioshack 

attempts to garner sympathy by describing the possibility that it would be “at least temporarily, if 

not permanently, out of the business of selling radar detectors,” causing the retailer significant 

and “unnecessary economic loss . . . at a time of economic mcertainty at the national level.”51 

Radioshack further alleges that its employees will suffer because they work on a partial 

commission basis, and may not have any radar detectors to sell.s2 

These claims are specious. First, as described above, there does not appear to be 

any reason that Radioshack cannot obtain and sell the 80% of radar detectors being 

manufactured today that are fully Part 15 compliant. If Radioshack can sell Nolcia and 

Motorola-branded phones in its stores, it surely can sell BelTmnics, Cobra and Whistler radar 

detectors.53 

Second, the horrific economic losses that Radioshack alleges are impossible to 

square with RadioShack’s 2001 Annual Report, or with other assertions in its Waiver Request. 

Radioshack does not provide precise figures, but it estimates that the impact of the First Reporf 

and Order would preclude several million dollars in sales of radar detectors in its stores. As 

noted above, it is reasonable to conclude that these sales need not be lost, because Radioshack 

could sell compliant devices. But even assuming for the sake of argument that Radioshack is 

%Id. at 16. 

”Id.  at 16-17. 

s2 ro! at 9, I 7. 
”see sqra pp. I 1-12. 
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right,” and assuming a gross profit margin of 48%;’ the net effect of losing the ability to sell 

100,000 radar detectors is a lost profit in the range of $1.5-2 million?6 In the context of a 

corporation with 2001 total net sales of $4.8 billion and 2001 gross profit of $2.3 billion:’ the 

loss of $1.5-2 million in profits hardly seems significant. This is particularly true when weighed 

against the record evidence of the overwhelming and long-term harm caused by the past and 

future operation of non-compliant radar detectors, and the injuries that non-compliant radar 

detectors impose on the millions of businesses and consumers who rely on satellite services 

every day.s8 

Radioshack tries to mure the Commission by stating that granting the Waiver 

Request would allow only the sale of non-compliant inventory that was ordered and 

manufactured prior to July 29, 2002,’9 the date of Federal Register publication of the Firsf 

Report and Order, and 10 days after the release of the First Report and Order. Radioshack does 

not indicate precisely how many radar detectors this involves-it simply says “more than 

100,000,’~ --so we no not know ifthe number is 200,000, SOO,OO~ or I,oOO,O~O, or more. 

Radioshack specifically pleads with the Commission to waive the current deadline so that it can 

sell all of its non-compliant inventory in the U.S. marketplace through the holiday season!’ 

waiver Petition at 8. 

IJ Radioshack Corporation Annual Report, SEC Form 10-K (filed March 29,2002). 
16 48% of $3-4 million in lost sales is about $1.5-2.0 million. 
” Radioshack Corporation Annual Report, SEC Form IO-K (filed March 29,2002). 

See, e&. SIA exporte submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 22,2002. 
Waiver Request at 2.4. 
Waiver Request at 5. 
Waiver Request at 17. 
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What Radioshack fails to address is that radar detectors, l i e  many other 

consumer devices, are used for many years, and they are sold and resold in secondary markets 

such as e-bay!’ Thus, grant of the proposed waiver is not a short-term, six-month consequence- 

-granting the requested relief would have long-term effects because it would facilitate the 

disruption of satellite services for many years to come. And as the satellite industry previously 

has explained, once radar detectors enter the hands of consumers, there is no effective way for 

the Commission to enforce the non-interference provisions of Part 15, to which radar detectors 

always have been s~bject.6~ 

Thus, the net effect of allowing Radioshack to empty its retail pipeline would be 

to facilitate the continued deployment of non-compliant unlicensed devices that conclusively 

have been shown to cause interference to licensed services, and over which the Commission has 

no effective control once the devices are sold. Thus, granting the Wuiver Request would 

expressly sanction the continued creation of debilitating interference into licensed users of the 

radio spectrum. And after Radioshack has sold at least 100,000 interfering devices, its promise 

to inform customers about the availability of new, compliant devices,M would be a meaningless 

gesture----those devices will likely be kept in operation for years to come, whether by their 

HNS Reply Comments at 5-6; see ulso, Exhibit B hereto (examples of used Radioshack radar detectors 
available for purchase on e-bay on August 23,2003). 

Comparing Radioshack’s estimate that 25 million radar detectors are already in the markelplace, Wuiver 
Request at 17-1 8, with RADMs assertion that its members, who account for at least 85% of radar 
detectors sold in the U.S., sell I .5 million units a year, RADAR expurte submission filed in ET Docket 
01-278 on August 12,2002 at 1, confirms that these units are kept in use for at least 5 years a f k  thcy 
are purchased, and maybe far longer. 
47 C.F.R § 15.5. 
Waiver Request at 18. 
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original owners, or by purchasers in secondary markets!’ RadioShack’s proposed expenditure 

would be far more effective if it were used for advertising targeted at educating consumers about 

the need to buy a compliant radar detector in thefirstplace. 

Under Section 301 of the Communications Act, the Commission has a clear 

responsibility to maintain control over channels of radio transmissions. The Commission must 

not abdicate that responsibility by allowing RadioShack to continue to sell non-compliant radar 

detectors after September 27,2002. 

In sum, the Commission implemented the September 27,2002 radar detector 

marketing compliance deadline because of a demonstrated and uncontrovated interference 

problem. The purpose of the Commission’s carefully r e n d d  decision is to protect licensed 

satellite operations in the 11.7-12.2 GHz band. The Commission should not now break with 

precedent and its own rules by granting relief (i) based on facts that could have been, but were 

not, raised during the comment period of this proceeding, and (ii) which would not advance the 

public interest in any event. Given the totality of the circumstances, it is entirely appropriate for 

RadioShack and other manufacturers and retailers to carry their part of the burden associated 

with non-complaint radar detectors. 

C. Grant of the Waiver Request would undermine the Commission’s rules. 

By adopting Section 15.37&) and the other aspects of the First Reprr  and Order, 

the Commission has acknowledged the severity of the harm that non-compliant radar detectors 

pose to satellite users, service providers, manuf&urers and operators nationwide. By precluding 

the manufacture and import of non-compliant radar detectors after August 28,2002, and by 

See supra p. 16, n. 62. 65 
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precluding the retail sale and other marketing of non-compliant radar detectors after September 

27,2002, the Commission has taken prompt and appropriate steps to prevent the current situation 

fiom getting worse. Given the clear evidence of harmful interference caused by non-compliant 

radar detectors, the Commission’s rules are a critical means to protect licensed satellite 

operations in the 11.7-12.2 GHz band. Granting a waiver to Radioshack would increase the 

number non-compliant radar detectors in operation and therefore would exacerbate the harm 

already suffered by users of satellite services!6 

As discussed further bel0w,6~ RadioShack radar dekctors are clearly non- 

compliant and are capable of causing harmful interference. RadioShack‘s intimation that its 

radar detectors may not cause interference, and its assertion that the effect of granting the waiver 

would be “practically nonexistent,” are simply disingenuous!* 

Moreover, granting Radioshack’s requested relief would open the floodgates to 

requests for relief from other retailers and manufacturers, who will undoubtedly complain of 

their %nique” burdens in connection with complying with the First Reprr  and order. As 

explained above, Radioshack’s circumstances are not unique; therefore, there is no reason to 

believe that the Commission successfully could contain the requested relief to this case. 

66 As noted above, RadioShack does not provide a firm estimate of the number of radar detectors that 
would be covered by this waiver request. See supro p. 15. And RadioShack‘s comparison of the scape 
of its inventory with the number of radar detectors currently in the marketplace is irrelevant, because 
RadioShack does not indicate how many units already in service are in fact Part 1S-compliant. See 
Woiver Request at 17-18. 

“See into Section N. 
WoiverRequestot 11-13.17. 
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As described above, Radioshack had the chance to participate earlier in this 

proceeding, but it did not do ~ 0 . 6 ~  RadioShack’s attempt to insert itself in this proceeding at the 

1 1~ hour, with information that was available (but not provided) during the comment phase, 

threatens to disrupt a careful compromise already reached by the Commission. 

The Order is a delicate compromise that does not provide the full relief sought by 

any party who participated in this proceeding. There were four main issues to be resolved in the 

Commission’s decision to regulate radar detectors: (i) the fkquency bands in which radar 

detector emissions would be expressly limited, (ii) the limit of radar detector emissions in those 

bands, (iii) how to handle non-compliant radar detectors that are already in circulation, and (iv) 

when the new rules would apply. The satellite industry prevailed on only one of these four 

issues-the very one that Radioshack seeks to upset in the Waiver Request. 

(i) Freauencv Bands. The radar detector industry advocated limiting emissions 

only in the 11.7-12.2 GHz band.” Satellite proponents requested that the limits apply across the 

10.7-12.7 GHz band?’ The Commission adopted specific emissions limits only in the 11.7-12.2 

GHz band. 

(ii) Emission Levels. The radar detector industry advocated the adoption of the 

500 microvolt limit generally applicable to “Class B” devices.” The satellite industry 

demonstrated that satellite services receive harmful interference h m  radar detectors with 

@See sqra section u. 
’’ RADAR comments at 2. 

’ I  SIA exparre submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on May31,2002 at 2. 
’2 RADAR Comments at 2. 
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emissions at the 85 mimvolt/meter, measured at 3 meters, level.n The Commission adopted a 

500 microvolt limit. 

Cui) M. The Satellite Industry Association and other companies in the 

satellite industry urged the recall of all non-compliant radar detectors already sold or on the 

market.74 Instead, the Commission adopted rules that govern the manufacture and marketing of 

radar detectors on a going-forward basis. 

(iv) w. The radar detector industry asked to be allowed to manufacture non- 

compliant radar detectors until June 30,2003, and to sell non-compliant devices in perpetuity.75 

RADAR represented to the Commission that 73% of radar detectors being manufktwed as of a 

few month ago were FCCcompliant and that all devices manufactured by its members would be 

compliant after January 2003?6 The satellite industry asked that the Commission make its N I ~ S  

effective immediately.” The Commission decided that its emissions limits would apply to all 

radar detectors manufwtured after August 28,2002, and all radar detectors marketed and sold 

after September 27,2002. 

Thus, based on the many pleadings and exparre submissions in the record, the 

Commission struck a balance: (1) it accepted RADAR’S proposal for a higher emission lit on 

a more limited frequency range, (2) it reminded manufacturers of their Part 15 obligation to use 

good engineering design and to suppress emissions as much as practicable, (3) it adopted rules 

that govern the manufacture and marketing of radar detectors on a going-forward basis instead of 

73 SIA e x p f e  submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on M a y  31,2002 et 2. 

StarhdSpaccnet Comments at 14; SIA Reply Comments at 6. 14 

” RADAR expmte submission filed on ET Docket No. 01-278 on June 11,2002. 

76 Id 

SIA expmfe submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on May 3 1,2002 at 2. I1 
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implementing a product recall, and (4) it adopted a compliance t i m e w e  that was close to the 

satellite industry’s proposal, and that mitigated the chance for irreparable harm caused by the 

continued sale of radar detectors over the upcoming holiday season. 

The Commission struck the correct balance. Allowing RadioShack to continue to 

sell non-compliant radar detectors would upset this balance. Moreover, the Commission should 

not even consider reopening the issue of the compliance timeframe without also reevaluating the 

very generous emissions limit it adopted and the very circumscribed frequency range to which 

that limit applies. 

Iv. RADIOSEACK’S RADAR DETECTORS ARE WHOLLY NON-PART-~~~OMPLIANT 

Radioshack claims that its devices have not been shown to cause interference and 

that its brand of radar detectors produce significantly lower emission levels than the products of 

other manufacturers.” Based on these claims, Radioshack asks the Commission to excuse it 

from the compliance deadline. 

The problem is that, according to Radioshack’s own analysis, the emissions from 

its devices still are half of ridiculous----they still are anywhere from 25 to 21 1 times the Part 15 

limits and 145 to 429 times the l i t  recommended by the satellite industry.n Moreover, devices 

emitting at these levels have been found to interfere with satellite operations in the 11.7-12.2 

GHz band. VSAT systems used by gas station opemtors in Red Oak, Texas and Ennis, Texas 

were rendered temporarily unusable by hannful interference caused by an Escort Solo Cordless 

WaiverRequestat 11-13. 

Waiver Requesf at Appendix A. Radioshack does not indicate the ralevant units with respect it the 
measurements of signals emitted by its devices. Specifically, RadiiShack docs not indicate whether its 
measurements we= made at 1 meter, or 3 meters. If its measurements w m  made at 1 meter, then its 
deviccs are 25 to 70 the Part 15 limits. If its measurements were made at 3 meters, then its devices an 
74 to 2 1 1 times the Part 15 limits. In either case, these devices far exceed Part 15 limits. 

21 
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radar detector with a measured emission field stxngth of 19,769 pV/m at 3 meters, or 3 1.9 dF3 

over the Part 15 limit for the 11.7-12.2 GHz band (500 pV/m).*’ This level of emissions that 

caused harmful interference is consistent with the emission levels that Radioshack claim its 

products produce--27.9 to 37 dI3 over the Part 15 limit?’ 

Radioshack mischaracterizes the concerns of the satellite industry when 

Radioshack claims that the satellite industry is primarily concerned about interference from new 

radar detectors,” and attempts to distance itself from that problem. As the SIA has previously 

explained, satellite users have experienced interference from radar detectors well before the 

introduction of models that sweep above the 1 1.9 GHz band.a In fact, the Escort Solo Cordless 

model that caused the harmful interference described above sweeps only in the 11.7-1 1.9 GHz 

bands4 Thus, there is no basis for Radioshack to claim that its radar detectors are not likely to 

be a problem because they do not sweep across the entire 11.7-12.2 GHz banda5 

Radioshack attempts to downplay the potential harm of its radar detectors by 

asserting that it has not received any complaints of interference.% However, the Commission 

acknowledged in the First Report and Order that, due to the nature of radar detector use, 

1o Data provided by Hughes Network Systems, Inc. 
Waiver Request at 12. See supra n. 79, regarding whether RadioShack‘s values a~ expressed in the 

correct units, and whether they understate the levels of emissions when expressed as microvolts/meter 
measured at 3 meters. 

** Waiver Request at 12-13. 
” SIA =parte submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 19,2002 at 2. 

fa See id at attachment, “Summary of Radar Detector Emission Measurements.” 

a1 

Waiver Request at 12-13 

Waiver Request at 11-12. 

85 

86 

22 

m m m . 5  



offending radar detectors cannot easily be traced and identified." Thus it simply is not 

indicative of the interference potential of Radioshack radar detectors that (i) Radioshack radar 

detectors may not have not been identified specifically as souTc.es of interferenw,8* or (ii) 

Radioshack may not have received complaints of interference." Given the demonstration of 

harmful interference caused by radar detectors emitting at levels similar to Radioshack's 

devices, it appears that Radioshack has simply been fortunate that no one yet has specifically 

identified the operation of its radar detectors as a source of harmful interference. 

v. COMMISSION PRECEDENT SIPPORTS TEE CURRENT COMPLIANCE SCEEDULX 

Just this May, the Commission adopted a Report and Order imposing new 

emission limits on handheld and other mobile terminals used in the provision of Mobile Satellite 

Service ( M S S ) ,  including a compliance deadline similar to the marketing deadline set in this 

case.go Those emissions limits were imposed to prevent MSS terminals from generating harmful 

interference?' Because of the uncertainty surrounding the issue, the Commission acknowledged 

that many MSS providers had grappled for years with the problem of designing handsets Without 

knowing what limits ultimately would be adopted!' MSS interests argued that this u n c h t y  

I' First Report and Order at 7 1 1. 

waiver Request at I 1 

l i p  lyoiver Request at 11-12, 

In re Amendment of Parts 2 ond 25 to Implement the Globd Mobile Personal Communications by 
Satellite (GMPCS) Memorandum o j  Understanding and Arrongements and Petition of the National 
Telecommunications and Infordion Administ7ation to Antend Part 25 of the Commission 'J Rules to 
Establish Emission Limitsfor Mobile andPortoble Earth Sations *rating in the 1610-1660.5 MHZ 
W, FCC 02-134, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 17 FCC Rcd 8903 
(2002) ( "IMSS Emissions Limit Order"). 

90 

" I d  f l  I ,  IS. 
" I d  7 16. 
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threatened system development and discouraged investment in MSS systems.g) Balancing the 

need to prevent interference with the asserted harm to MSS interests, the Commission decided 

that: (i) MSS terminals brought into service commencing us soon as 68 days ufler the udoption 

of the Order (on or after July 21,2002) would have to comply with new technical and 

that non-compliant MSS terminals already in service could not be operated beyond January 1, 

2005.9’ 

RadioShack does not discuss this recent case, even though the result is fully 

consistent with the Commission’s action in this case. In fact, the MSS Emissions Limit Order is 

on all fours with the instant case: (i) it involved an emissions limit imposed to prevent harmful 

interference, (ii) it involved the regulation of “consumer devices” (many MSS providers market 

MSS handheld devices as substitutes for celIular or PCS phones), (iii) it involved a balance 

between the need to prevent interference and the disruption imposed on MSS terminals already 

on the market that had been manufactured in accordance with applicable rules, and (iv) it set a 

compliance deadline effective 68 days after the release of the Order (in this case, the September 

27 compliance deadline is 70 days after the release of the Ordm). 

The existence of the MSS Emissions Limit Order is a sufficient rebuttal to 

Radioshack’s claim that the Commission September 27 compliance deadline is inconsistent with 

Commission’s precedent regarding application of new rules to a consumer product already on the 

93 see id 7-9, 15. 

WIO! 741. 

95 Id 121. 
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market." However, the cases cited by Radioshack are also readily distinguishable from the case 

at hand?7 

The situation at hand is first distinguished by the fact that the harm caused by 

radar detector interference is unprecedented. In none of the cases cited by RadioShack did the 

Commission identify emissions at levels that were significantly in excess of Part 15 limits. As 

noted in the First Report and Order, emissions from non-compliant radar detectors are up to 200 

times greater than the Part 15 limits for unlicensed transmitters that operate above 960 M H z ? ~  

As discussed above, Radioshack's radar detectors also emit well over the Part 15 l i t . 9 9  

Another important distinction is that, in the cases cited by RadioShack, 

manufacturers and retailers submitted comments into the record on the subject of the compliance 

schedule. In Radioshack's own words, in these other cases, "the Commission explicitly 

considered transition issues expressed by manufacturers and retailers."lw Here, the Commission 

cannot be faulted for not considering information that Radioshack and other retailers failed to 

provide in response to the Commission's express request for 

96 Waiver Request at 13-15. 
91 RadioShack cites the following: Revision of Part 15 to Extend the Receiver Certilfcation Program to 

Revise the Technical Spec&%tions for Receivers, and to Other Changes, 60 FCC 2d 681,693 
(1976), clarilfed by 62 FCC 2d 623 (1916); Amendment ofpart I5 to Redefine andCIarifv the Rular 
Governing Restriited Radiation Devices and Low Power Communication Devices, 19 FCC 2d 61.90 
(1980). modz>hg 19 FCC 2d 28,56 (1919); Amendments of Parts 2 and I5 to Prohibit Marketing of 
Radio Scanners Capable of Intercepting Cellular Telephone Conversations, 8 FCC Rcd 291 1,2913 
(1993), recon. denied, 9 FCC Rcd 3386 (1994); Amendment of Parts 2 and I5 to Further Ensure t ky  
Scannmg Receivers Do Not Receive Cellular Radio Signals, 14 FCC Rcd 5390,5403 (1 9W), recon. on 
othergrods. 16 FCC Rcd I1373 (2001). 
See First Report and Order at 7 10. 
See supra Section N. 

Iw Waiver Request at IS. 

98 

'" See supra Section Ik Notice o f h p a s e d h l e  Making and order in ET Docket No. 01-278,16 FCC 
Rcd 18205 7 14 (2001). 
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Moreover, in all cases cited by Radioshack, the interfering devices had to be 

redesigned and manufactured in a manner not contemplated before. The Commission’s 

implementation of a short compliance timeframe in the case of radar detectors is justified 

because the radar detector industry has previously manufactured radar detectors that did not 

sweep into the 11.7-12.2 GHz band.’” The radar industry not only knows how to design and 

manufacture a Part-15-compliant radar detector, by RADAR’S own assertion, its members 

manufactured compliant radar detectors at a 73% rate prior to the Commission’s decision,lM and 

manufacture compliant radar detectors at an 80% rate as of August 2002.’a” Thus, it is 

reasonable for the Commission to consider that retail distribution compliance would be easier in 

this case than in other rule transition cases: (i) given the lack of interest in this proceeding by 

retailers (including Radioshack), and (ii) given the large percentage of compliant devices already 

being manufactured. Thus, the compliance deadlines adopted in the First Report and Order are. 

appropriate under the circumstances, and the burden on retailers is appropriate given the serious 

harm caused by noncompliant radar detectors. 

Finally, in the First Report and Order, the Commission expressly cited the harm 

to numerous small business caused by radar detector interference.’0s In the case of interference 

from CB radios, CB radios were found to cause interference only into certain land mobile 

communications in the 30 MHZ band.’06 Nor in the CB radio case did the Commission identify 

First Report and Order at 7 3. 

lo’ RADAR expmte submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on June 11,2002. 
RADAR e x p t e  submission filed in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 12,2002. 

Io’ First Report and Order at 7 10. 

IM See Revision ofpart I5 to Extend the Receiver Cerh~cation Program to Revise the Technical 
Spc1fiaiioonsfw Receivers, mdto Make Other Changes, 60 FCC 2d 687 (1976), cIar9ed by 62 FCC 
2d 623 (1976). 
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the far reaching economic effects of interference into thousands of busi ises  nationwide caused 

by radar detector interference into satellite  operation^.'^ The Commission’s prompt application 

of its new rules regulating radar detectors is reasonable given the magnitude of the harm caused 

by the interference generated by non-compliant radar detectors. 

For these reasons, the Commission’s implementation schedule for compliance 

with its rules regulating the sale and other marketing of radar detectors is reasonable and justified 

given the circumstances in this proceeding and the nature of radar detector interference. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For six main reasons, the Commission should dismiss or deny Radioshack’s 

waiver request and thereby affirm the application to all retailers and other mmketers of the 

prohibition on marketing non-compliant radar detectors after September 27,2002. 

First. holding the Commission’s new rule in abeyance so Radioshack can 

continue selling non-compliant radar detectors would reward a company who did not participate 

earlier in this proceeding, and who has offered no reason whatsoever for sleeping on its rights. 

Second. Radioshack has not identified any special circumstances that warrant 

relief. 

Third. the uncontested record evidence of the long-term harm that the continued 

operation of non-compliant radar detectors causes to users and providers of satellite services far 

outweigh the short-term costs associated with requiring that Radioshack comply with the same 

new rules to which everyone else is subject. 

“’See SIA e x p t e  submission tiled in ET Docket No. 01-278 on August 22,2002: Firsf kprtmrd 
Orderatm 10-11. 
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m, grant of the Wuiver Request would undermine the purpose of the rule that 

the Commission just adopted and would open the floodgates to claims for similar relief by other 

entities. 

Fifth, each radar detector for which Radioshack seeks relief produces emissions 

well in excess of the level permitted by Part 15, and well above a level that has been shown to 

cause harmful interference into satellite services. 

sixth. the compliance schedule that the Commission has adopted in this case is 

waranted by the harmful interference created by non-compliant radar detectors and is consistent 

with the relief the Commission has provided in a similar case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SATELLITE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION 

By: /s/ Richard Dolbel10 
Richard DalBello 
President 
SATELLME INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION 
225 Reinekers Lane 
Suite 600 
Alexandria, VA 223 14 
(703) 739-8357 

August 26,2002 
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I hereby certify that I have this 26’ day of August, 2002, caused a true copy of 

the foregoing “Opposition of Satellite Industry Association to Petition for Waiver on Behalf of 

Radioshack” to be hand-delivered to the following: 

Joe D. Edge 
Tina M. Pidgeon 
Jennifer L. Blum 
Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP 
1500KStreet,N.W., Suite 1100 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Attorneys for Radioshack Corporation 
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Exhibit A 



Category Page 1 of 2 

EIectrOnlc Components 
Elactronic Kits, Games 
L Toys 
Mice,  Time L Weather 
Security h Home 
Automation 
Telephonaa L 
Cornrnunicatlons 
T a t  h Measurement 
TVfAudiofVidao 
Wire, Cable, Hardware 
81 Tools 

Total:7 Item(s) --- Displaylng items 1 - 7 

Tdkina 8-Band Radar Detect or with Compass and Volce W 

Reg. Price $199.99 
Cat.#: 22-1685 Model: 22-1685 
Voice alert tells what's ahead. All-band radar coverage with frOn 

$149.99 Brand: RadloShac 

plus u... 
Wireless Accessorins 3600 W I R a d a r  Detect0 r with Cornoasa 

VInw by Categoy 

Enter vour emrll 

Brand: RadioShac 

Model: 22-1 681 
addre& for exclusive 
web offers1 
I , 

Detects X, K and Ka band radar plus full 3600 laser detection. A 
Ultralyte ... 
WkLna 360 LaserfRadar DetecW 

Reg. Price $149.99 
Cat.#: 22-1682 
Talklna 360° laserlradar detector. A clear volce alert keeps you 

L.-.-- .. 
111 

Brand: Radioshas rn $99.99 

Model: 12-1 682 
BatteyFindnr - 

what's a,.. 

Suoerwlde Radarf360O Laser D& or 

Reg. Price $99.99 
Cat.#: 22-1686 Model: 22-1686 
Get complete front and rear coverage with X, K and Ka Supemi 
full 360° la ... 
Our Best B r a & $  
$14.99 Brand: Radio Shack - Cat.#: 27-038 Model: No model information 
Adjustable radarllaser detector rnountlng bracket lets you posit 
detector for ... 

Brand: RadioShac m $49.99 
0 FOT~HACPM a OM Flnder 

@ Rebat. Center a store m a t o r  - ='(o 
Enter ZIP code 

COMPAQ 
DISH  NETWORK^" 

le Brack 
UNWVS@ 
MICROSOFl@ 
PCS WIRELESS 
R W @  

$9.99 Brand: Radio Shack 
Cat.#: 27-037 Model: NO model information 

Qlllslb ;lF 1:I;adar or rser  detector anywhere on car windshield "SI" 
RCA@-DIRE+ design. Adjust ... 

Suctlon-cuo Mou nt VERIZON W I R E L E d  

About RadkShrck - $7.99 Brand: Radio Shack 

hnp: / /www.radioshackcom/category .asp?cat~og%5F~~~G&catego~%SF~e~. .~  8/23/2002 
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eBay item 1375181588 (Ends Aug-26-02 00:55:53 PDT) - RADIO SHACK SWS LASERRPage 1 of5 

I RADIO SHACK SWS LASER RADAR DETECTOR 
Item # 1375181588 

currently 
Quantity 
Time left 

Started 
Ends 

Seller 
(Rating) 

High bid 

Payment 
Shipping 

Seller 
Services 

~~~ ~~~ ~~ 

Consumer Elec@onics:Car Audio & E1ectronics:Radar I?~~!%IQD 

us $9.99 First bid us $9.99 
1 # of bids 0 -  
2 days, 18 hours + Location EVERETT, WA 

Aug-21-02 005553 PDT W h h d Q n h I  _mnd 

-W* 

CouutiyRegionUnited States /Seattle-Tacoma 

&watch& is item Aug-2652 w:55:53 PDT 

view commcnts in seller's Feedback Profile 1 view seller's other items 1 ask seller a auestion 

See item description for payment methods accepted 
Buyer pays for all shipping costs, which are provided in the Payment Details section below. 
Will ship to United States only. 

R e x i  I Sell similar itenc 

Seller assumes all responsibility for listing this item. You should contact the seller to resolve any 
questions before bidding. Auction c m n c y  is U.S. dollars (US $ ) unless otherwise noted. 

Description 

RADIO SHACK RADAR DETEC 
THIS UNIT WORKS GREAT AMD COMES WITH NEW COILED 6FT POWER 

http://cgi.ebay.codwdeBayISAPI.dil7ViewItem&ikm= 13 75 1 8 1588 8/23/2002 

http://cgi.ebay.codwdeBayISAPI.dil7ViewItem&ikm


eBay item 1375181588 (Ends Aug-26-02 00:55:53 PDT) - RADIO SHACK SWS LASELRPage 2 of 5 

Your Radioshack Safety X K Kn Superwide RadarLaser Detector can alert you to all know 
It receives X-, K-, and Ka-band radar signals and also detects both the instant-on and laser system 

Plus, your detector can give you advance warning of potential road hazards hy detecting signal 

Your detector has many useful features, including: X-, K-, &-Band, and Laser Signal Detectio 
traffic radar or laser devices. Different tones sound to let you know the Cy 

VG-2 Protection - makes your detector invisible to the VG-2 radar-detector whe 
Safety Warning System Detection - alerts you to the presence of potential road hazards and emerg 

360 Degrees Detection - detects laser signals from both the front and the r 
CityMighway Modes - let you minimize alerts when you are in areas that ha 

FAST (Fast Alert Suppression Technolow) - helps prevent false alarms caused b 

WITH EBROKERS YOU CAN BID WITH CONFIDENCE WE HAVE BEE 

AND HERE IS WHAT PEOPLE ARE SAYING ABOUT E: 
SADLER INDIA TREE TEAPOT Item # 20370726 

The Sadler Indian Tree small teapot amved safely w~th this afternoons mal! I have posted positive feedback. Thank you for s 
AM and I’m still bymg to fmd out how much shippmg 1s so I can pay her She certainly doesn’t compare favorably next 

vehicle speed. 

Warning System alerts. 

System transmission. 

Auto Quiet - lets you set the radar detector to give you a full-volume __ 

WITH FEEDBACK OF OVER 200, ,, __ 

Dear Ebrokers, 

Sincerely, 
Mary K - 

HAPPY BIDDING 
IMPORTANT NOTE: 

PLEASE READ SHIPPING POLICIES AND FEES BEFO 
EBROKERS OR EBAY AUCTION ITE 

Heavy Itemaowr Ilb8 a m  ahipped UPB ao a phyalcd addreu 1. needed for delivery u 
All items are sold as shown. 

Interested bidders should contact us by email before placing bids to 
and/or request a detailed condition report or additional photograph 

condition, size and whether the property bidding on has been res 
All items are tested before they are sent, insurance is highly recommended. We dont ac 

to any item as a result of mis-handling by UPS or US 
By placing a bid with us, the bidder agrees to our auction terms 

BECAUSE OF TO MANY NON PAYING BIDDERS ALL AUCTIONS MUST BE P 
THE AUCTION HAS CLOSED. UNLESS PRIOR ARRANGEME 

BUYER PAYS NON-NEGOTIABLE$6.95 FIXED SHIPPING AND HANDLING 
CONFIRMATION. THE FIXED SHIPPING AND HANDLING SHOWN 1s ONLY 

CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES. INTERNATIONAL SHIPPING MUST BE NEG 

- 

Heavy items are shipped UPS so a physical address is n 
- I 

I http://cgi.ebay.codw/ws/eBayISAPI.dll?ViewItem&item=l375 181588 8123/2002 

http://cgi.ebay.codw/ws/eBayISAPI.dll?ViewItem&item=l375


eBay item 1374921468 (Ends Aug-26-02 20:24:41 PDT ) - RADIO SHACK RADAR DETE Page 1 of 3 

Currently 
Quantity 
Time left 

Started 
Ends 

Seller 
(Rating) 

High bid 

Payment 

Shipping 

Seller 
Services 

Consumw Electronics:Car Audio & Electron- 

us $10.00 Fust bid us $10.00 
1 # of bids l!&&&ry 
3 days, 13 bourn + Location FT. LEWIS 

Aug-19-02 20:2441 PDT 
Aug-26-02 20:2441 PDT &- 

CounbyRegionUnited States /Seattle-Tacoma 
EBnail thio auction to a frimd . .  

llawhiaw 

Dhrmnrkca 
view comments in sellefs Fedback Profile I view seller's other items I ask seller a auestion 

Money OrdedCashien Checks. Personal Checks. See item description for payment methods 
accepted 
Buyer pays for all shipping costs, which are provided in the Payment Details section below. 
Will ship to United States only. 

Seller assumes all responsibility for listing this item. You should contact the seller to resolve any 
questions before bidding. Auction currency is U.S. dollars ( US $ ) unless otherwise noted. 

Description 

THIS RADAR DETECTOR DETECTS ALL BANDS COMMONLY USED TODAY. IT ALERTS 
WITH A VOICE, OR LIGHT AND WRITING. IT CAN BE SELECTED FOR CITY OR HIGHWAY 
MODE. IT HAS A SAFETY WARNING SYSTEM BUILT INTO IT, WHICH NOTIFIES OF 
CONSTRUCTION AHEAD OR PUBLIC ROAD HAZARDS. THE DETECTOR ALSO HAS A 
ELECTRONIC COMPASS ON THE FRONT. ONLY USED ONCE MOVING STATES. I 
GUARRANTEE IT WORKS AND WILL INSURE FOR THE CLOSING BID PRICE. COST ME 
$150.00 NEW. IT ALSO COMES WITH THE CIGARETTE LIGHTER POER SOURCE AND 
SUCTION CUP MOUNT. 

h t t p : l l c g i . e b a y . ~ ~ ~ e B a y I S ~ I . ~ I ? V i e ~ I t e m & i ~ ~ = ~  374921468 8/23/2002 



eBay item 1374921468 (Ends Aug-26-02 2024:41 PDT ) - RADIO SHACK RADAR DE..3Page 2 of 3 

Free Co unters Dowe red bv Andaie! 

I I I  Payment Details Payment Instructions I 
US 

-- 
I accept personal checks, money orders and 

days to clear the bank. All shipments made 
United states Shipping and $6.95 cashier checks, Checks normally 6-10 
Shipping insurance per item (not available) . .  - 

Sales tax (none) 
US 

$0.00 
via USPO 2 day "Priority" M&l. I ship 
within 72 hours of urocessk payment. _. . 
Shipping Price is : $6.95 

I Bidding I 
RADIO SHACK RADAR DETECTOW SWS/ 

COMPASS 
Item # 1374921468 

Current bid: us $10.00 
Bid increment: US $0.50 

Yourmaximum bid: I I 
(Minimum bid: US $1 0.50 ) 

?Bay will bid incrementally on your behalf up to your 
naximum bid, which is kept secret from other eBay users. 
The eBay term for this is . 

How to Bid 

1. U e r  to b id - if you 
haven't already. It's 
free! 

2. ! a m a b o u t  th is_s&r - 
read feedback 
comments left by 
others. 

3. KnoxLhe.WaL!S - read 
the item description and 
payment &shipping 
terms closely. 

4. I f  you have questions - 
contact the seller 
habashi44 before you 

http:Ncgi.ebay.co~~eBayISAPI.dll?ViewItem&item=l37492 1468 8/23/2002 



- I  eBay item I374249730 (Ends Aug-23-02 2038:36 PDT ) - X-K-Ka-RadarLaser Detector R Page 1 of 3 

X-K-Ka-Radarhaser Detector Radio Shack 
Item R 1374249730 I 

Currently 

Quantity 
Time left 

Started 
Ends 

Seller 
W i n g )  

High bid 

Paymcnt 
Shipping 

Seller 
Services 

Consumer Ekctmnics:Car. A.udi.0 & E l e m o n i c s : R o x s  

US $1.25 (reserve not yet First bid US $0.01 
!n& 
1 # o f b i b  2 
14 hours, 2 mins + Location Hartford, CT 

Country United States 
Aug-16-02 20:38:36 PDT -GI this a w t i 9 n t P f i e d  
Aug-23-02 20:38:36 PDT &watch this item 

d m  ca) 

C h h ~ ~ & W  * 
view comm ents in seller's Feedback Profile I view seller's other items I ask seller a auestion 

Money Ordcr/Cashiers Checks. 
Buyer pays for all shipping costs, 
which are provided in the Payment 
Details section below. Will ship to 
United States and the following 
regions: Full P~u-rch.me.Protetiod Canada. 

- a  
rnmw * - 

&I1 similar item 

Item Revised To review w.L$&m ma& to this item by the seller, d c k  here . 

Seller assumes all responsibility for listing this item. You should contact the seller to resolve any 
questions before bidding. Auction currency is U.S. dollars ( US $ ) unless otherwise noted. 

Description 

Detects X,K and Ka band radar plus k l l  360 degree laser for front and rear. VG-2 Gaurd. CityMighway 
modes. Digital signal strength meter. Dark button for night driving. Mute button. ModelH4935. This 
detector will buy itself ten times over when you slow down from 85 to 55 and smile at the cop! P.S. It 
also comes with a window mount and power cord that is inserted into the cig. lighter. 

D 
Free Counters DO wered bv Andalel 

http://cgi.ebay.com/wsleBayISAPI.dll?ViewItem&item= 1374249730 8/23/2002 

http://cgi.ebay.com/wsleBayISAPI.dll?ViewItem&item
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